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PER CURI AM

In No. 02-6440, Darryl Hamin seeks to appeal from the
district court’s denial of his Septenber 2001, notion for |eave to
file alate appeal fromhis crimnal judgnent entered i n Septenber
2000. Because Hamin’s notice of appeal is untinely, we dismss
this appeal for lack of jurisdiction.

The tinme periods for filing notices of appeal are governed by

Fed. R App. P. 4. These periods are “mandatory and
jurisdictional.” United States v. Raynor, 939 F.2d 191, 197 (4th
Cr. 1991). Def endants in crimnal proceedings have ten days

within which to file in the district court notices of appeal from
judgments or final orders. Fed. R App. P. 4(b). The only
exceptions to the appeal period are when the district court extends
the tinme to appeal “[u] pon a show ng of excusable neglect.” 1d.
The district court’s order denying Hamin’s notion to file a
| at e appeal was entered on Cctober 25, 2001; his notice of appeal
was filed on March 4, 2002. Hamlin's failure to note a tinely
appeal or obtain an extension of the appeal period |eaves this
court without jurisdiction to consider the nmerits of his appeal
Accordi ngly, dism ss Appeal No. 02-6440 for |ack of jurisdiction.
In No. 02-6813, Hamlin appeals fromthe district court’s order
denying his notions for transcripts and for discovery. W have
reviewed the record and the district court’s opinion and find no

reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning of the



district court. See United States v. Hamlin, No. CR-00-136-A (E.D.

Va. Apr. 26, 2002). W dispense with oral argunent because the
facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argunent would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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